The Cabinet
The return, therefore, to the older system was justified
both on grounds of theory and experience. Those men,
broadly, must be responsible for the making of policy
who will be charged with its administration. That does
not mean that a smaller Cabinet is not desirable or that
there are not obvious ways to its attainment. The case,
for instance, for a single Ministry of Defence is, under
the conditions of modern warfare, an unanswerable one;
and it has not been realized less because it has been
answered by argument than because it has, so far, been
unable to overcome the older tradition of the separate
services and the immense vested interests, sufficiently
illustrated by the struggle for the control of the Fleet
Air Arm, which have accumulated about that tradition.
It is probable, too, that Prime Ministers have viewed
with some doubt the creation of a single such ministry,
for they have been persuaded to see in the immense
administrative authority of its head a possible challenge
to their over-riding authority in the Cabinet, Defence
apart, it is possible to contemplate other methods of
reducing the size of the Cabinet—the creation, for in-
stance, of a single Ministry of Production in which, as
is wholly logical, the functions of the Board of Trade
and the Ministries of agriculture and Labour should be
combined; and it is clear that, given such a unification,
the need for a separate Ministry of Transport, with, as
now, independent Cabinet status, would cease to exist.
Changes such as these would reduce the Cabinet to a
membership of eighteen; and it would permit a far more
logical re-distribution of departmental functions than
now characterizes our system.
Many of the advantages, in fact, which have been
claimed for the smaller Cabinet are in reality achieved
by the present system, through the way in which it is

